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Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to contribute to the 
model of preparing students for active argumen-
tation in democratic societies and emphasize the 
teacher’s role in classroom discussions /1/. As 
many as 245 university students reflected upon 
the statements in the Questionnaire about dia-
logue and argumentation. The research objective 
was to investigate the opinion of students – fu-
ture teachers about argumentation. Results show 
that students evaluate in a more positive way the 
areas of argumentation at school from the aspect 
of the relationship among school stakeholders, 
with the relationship between pupils as the 
mostly evaluated; those who have the highest 
level of knowledge on the concept of argumenta-
tion evaluate more positively that engaging in 
different society activities develops cohesion, di-
alogue and argumentation. Students with better 
assessment on the important teachers' character-
istics for argumentation show higher under-
standing for the encouragement of school activi-
ties which contribute to the development of dia-
logue.  
Sažetak 
Svrha ovoga rada bila je pridonijeti modelu pri-
preme učenika za aktivno argumentiranje u de-
mokratskom društvu i naglasiti ulogu nastavnika 
u raspravama u učionici /1/. 245 studenata izni-
jelo je svoje mišljenje u Upitniku o dijalogu i ar-
gumentaciji. Cilj istraživanja bio je ispitati mišlje-
nje studenata (budućih nastavnika) o argumenti-
ranju. Rezultati pokazuju da studenti na pozitiv-
niji način ocjenjuju područja argumentiranja u 
školi s aspekta odnosa između njezinih dionika, 
s tim da je najbolje ocijenjen odnos između uče-
nika; oni koji imaju najviše znanja o konceptu ar-
gumentiranja pozitivno ocjenjuju to da uključiva-
nje u različite aktivnosti u društvu razvija kohe-
ziju, dijalog i argumentiranje. Studenti s boljom 
procjenom važnih karakteristika nastavnika za 
argumentaciju pokazuju veće razumijevanje za 





In order to help students, especially future 
teachers, learn how to adopt knowledge about 
argumentation and find out what the argumen-
tation is, a process developing skills and abili-
ties is required which will lead to practicing ar-
gumentation in the teaching process. It is very 
important to understand the environment of 
scientific knowledge as a procedure of perma-
nent conversation /2/. Argument is the constit-
uent part of contradictory statements in a dis-
cussion. Besnard and Hunter /3/ emphasize that 
“input for a system based on monological argu-
mentation is a knowledge base, together with a 
claim of interest, and the output is a constella-
tion of arguments and counterarguments“. The 
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information which one should have in order for 
argumentation to actually occur are certain (or 
categorical) information, uncertain information, 
objective information (it is not necessarily correct 
or consistent), subjective information and hypo-
thetical information. Some authors /4/ described 
argumentation elements: claim – the conclusion 
which we want to find by our argument; 
ground, data – facts and data which support the 
claim; warrant – reasons by which we connect 
the claim and ground; backing – additional rea-
sons which help, explain the warrant; modal 
qualification – the level of plausibility we attrib-
ute to the claim; rebuttal – reasons by which we 
weaken, destroy the opponent claim. This Toul-
min method of argumentation differs from 
other models in that it denotes facts as a justi-
fied stand and introduces consistency to objec-
tions in argumentation /5/.  
An argument is a number of assumptions /3/. In 
an argument, which is first in the argumenta-
tion structure, the assumptions used are called 
the support (or, equivalently, the premises) of 
the argument, and its conclusion (singled out 
from many possible ones) is called the claim (or, 
equivalently, the consequent or the conclusion) 
of the argument. In argumentation contradiction, 
rebutting argument, undercutting argument and 
counterargument follow the first argument. 
Argumentation can serve the function if the 
conclusion, developing from correlations with 
the support, is identic to the claim /5/. It is obvi-
ous that argumentation is in itself a skill, it re-
quires a high level of managing and finding ar-
guments as evidence in a certain situation 
which is, to a greater or smaller extent, difficult 
to predict. In argumentation it is important to 
find the largest possible number of correlations 
between the claim and conclusion. It is then said 
that argumentation is more successful and ef-
fective.  
Interpretations clearly explain communication 
among persons. Argumentation denotes com-
munication and ensures understanding in a di-
alogue and raises the level of the critical dis-
course quality. This is the procedure by which 
arguments and counterarguments are created 
and moved /3/.  
For argumentation it is necessary to be knowl-
edgeable about the topic content-wise, which 
implies the knowledge of facts which are rele-
vant for argumentation /1/. Values, such as ac-
cepting others’ opinions, self-confidence, empa-
thy, along with wide general knowledge/infor-
mation, can lead to solutions in argumentation. 
It is advisable for co-speakers offering their ar-
gumentation to have a personal opinion on the 
topic in the context of emotional repulsion or 
emotional benevolence toward the topic claims. 
The argument should be developed and prac-
ticed in order to become and remain an im-
portant way of learning different subjects' con-
tent. Only in this way can we talk about compe-
tent children and young people who will influ-
ence change in school and the community. 
Therefore, university students as future teach-
ers should learn about school relationships. To 
develop argumentation is schools, quality and 
positive relationships among all educational 
stakeholders, especially pupils, are necessary 
/6/ in discussions which are held in classrooms 
on a daily basis. However, research shows that 
teachers do not often lead discussions in the 
teaching process /1/ and when they do, they 
find it difficult to manage training. Engaging 
students in a classroom discussion means that 
teachers must change their daily teaching prac-
tices, including a modification in power rela-
tions /1/.  
The relationship among teachers, pupils, par-
ents and head-teachers can be observed in argu-
mentation. Argumentation is structured in four 
parts /5/. The first is the nature of things. In this 
case the claim can be a disputable judgement 
where things can be equalised, separated or 
quantitatively compared. The second is the sub-
ject of argumentation, the simple determination 
of the causal connection where causality as a 
thematic area is understood as the claim which 
encompasses the cause and consequence. In 
other words, the subject of the speaker’s persua-
siveness is the existence of a causal correlation. 
The third area of argumentation are value judge-
ments about things, people, proceedings and abstrac-
tions (key concepts and norms) where subjectiv-
ity can be introduced, although it is important 
to defend the argument by reality, by rational 
means. Reaching the best decisions for the future is 
the fourth area of argumentation where the 
claim is a suggestion of action-taking which will 
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solve a practical issue, and is most commonly 
defended causally (by the deduction of possible 
positive consequences) or through analogies (a 
similar solution has already shown to be suc-
cessful). 
Development of cohesion and dialogue in the 
community can be measured with activities’ 
contribution. After conducting a research 
study, some authors /7/ came to the conclusion 
that young people raise the value of the positive 
efforts their schools and local experts make to 
progress communication and involvement, and 
are able to participate expressively in improv-
ing interrelation within their communities. 
Certain school activities and courses contribute 
to the development of dialogue. Therefore, 
Snider and Schnurer /8/ emphasize the im-
portance of dialogue in the curriculum. Chil-
dren and young people thus practice negotia-
tion skills that will help them develop social 
competences. Community activities considered 
to raise cohesion include sports, music and arts 
events, seasonal festivals (such as bonfire night 
and Christmas fairs), multicultural events (in 
the multicultural urban area), youth clubs /7/.  
Contemporary pedagogy arguments relate to 
content, but also teaching methods. Since the 
purpose of active citizenship is to prepare chil-
dren and young people to become informed cit-
izens, it is the school’s obligation to introduce 
children to argumentation as an important in-
strument of active citizenship in a democratic 
community /9/, /10/.  Several educational 
courses, like, for instance, education for active 
citizenship, have recently been far preferable as 
a means for encouraging cohesion and dialogue 
in the community /11/. Furthermore, the value 
of argumentation can be recognised in decision 
making /12/. 
Some authors /1/ describe two different kinds of 
teaching processes: ‘teaching for discussion’ 
which refers to the fact that students can re-
spond to other students and teachers’ different 
opinions and they must respect the opinions of 
others even though they do not agree with 
them, and ‘teaching with discussions’ which can 
help developing critical thinking and reasoning 
skills. It is difficult to expect from teachers to 
promote argumentation with their pupils if 
they do not have the necessary competencies 
for argumentation /13/, if they do not appreciate 
the importance of inciting discussions in 
schools. It is important to develop teachers’ 
pedagogical competencies to practice both 
those types of teaching. Teachers’ professional 
training should be developed in the context of 
their knowledge about argumentation, if they 
can be trained in this area, what are the argu-
mentation aspects more accessible in classroom 
dialogues, how do argumentation tools help 
learning argumentation and how and who can 
help teachers to complement spoken argumen-
tation with reading and writing. 
Active listening during a dialogue in the com-
munity or school is necessary in communica-
tion. To use listening defines a clear expression 
of personal attitudes by arguments and active 
listening with the purpose of perceiving others’ 
attitudes. 
Since active citizenship is an excellent area 
where argumentation can be learnt and prac-
ticed aiming at children and young students as 
active citizens, the teaching methods (such as 
simulation – role playing, project work, discus-
sion, etc.) and forms of work (such as group 
work, collaborative learning, etc.) used in the 
formation of citizens can also promote argu-
mentation. By adopting such teaching methods 
learning outcomes are achieved. These methods 
primarily enable noticing of what is important 
in content, the analysis and use of information 
which will then be correlated to the already ex-
isting knowledge, as well as the critical judge-
ment of its meaning. Teaching should be mostly 
about the application of those approaches 
which will develop pupils’ activity. Using dis-
cussion in teaching process is the practice of 
classroom discussion as an instructional ap-
proach /1/.  
The empirical study conducted by authors 
Newell et al. /14/ has shown that being in a col-
laborative environment contributes to the 
achievement of learning outcomes, skills and 
values. Pupils thus form their attitudes which 
will then be used in argumentation and by 
which they will solve problem tasks and will be 
able to conduct many research studies /15/. 
Learning activities, such as analysis, synthesis, 
problem-solving, experimentation, creativity, 
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and examination of topics from multiple per-
spectives, usually encourage pupils to argu-
ment and reflection during the use of the al-
ready existing knowledge /16/. In these activi-
ties pupils form flexible and useful knowledge, 
work on projects and problem tasks, which can 
help them in their daily life. 
Structured classroom discussions facilitate dif-
ferent pedagogical benefits, and are more effec-
tive at deepening students’ understanding of 
course content and interest for the subject mat-
ter /17/, /8/. By discussing in a more effective 
way pupils learn and acquire facts belonging to 
all subjects of teaching which they will be able 
to use, due to their interdisciplinarity, in active 
citizenship and in society. 
Children and young people have to learn how 
to make arguments, they have to acquire the 
ways and strategies of argumentation. Argu-
mentation belongs to rhetoric, but also to social 
disciplines such as pedagogy. In this paper ar-
gumentation will be observed in this context. 
Argumentation is an act of bringing forth evi-
dence, or ‘teaching for discussion’ /1/, with the 
aim to come to the exchange of opinions and at-
titudes from different aspects, all with the pur-
pose to protect human rights. A person must be 
able to prove the claim he/she supports because 
in such a way the social participation of individ-
uals will be achieved, and it will lie on explana-
tions of what they want to say, on their effort to 
explain and describe for their own benefit, but 
also for the benefit of the community they live 
and work in.  
Important teacher's pedagogical competencies 
for adopting argumentation prepare university 
students – future teachers for their professional 
role. Social argumentation skills, such as, for in-
stance, sharpness (the capability to abstract, dif-
ferentiate and imply (apply), the recognition of 
the general in the singular), open-mindedness, 
eloquence (clarity of putting forward attitudes) 
and bringing forth words from a rich vocabu-
lary can make argumentation better. All those 
activities, social skills and values can be an ex-
cellent inciter and promotor of the development 
of dialogue in schools /18/, /5/. In their empirical 
studies some authors describe that teachers in-
tegrate certain structures of educational strate-
gies (e.g. group discussions and presentations) 
directed by teaching /19/, /20/, /21/. To imple-
ment those strategies, in order to develop argu-
mentation, teachers must be competent /6/ and 
able to practice instructional applies associated 
with argumentation in the science teaching /21/.  
This work could represent a contribution to the 
lack of existence of research in the field of stu-
dent – future teacher surveys about argumenta-
tion. The theoretical source of this paper em-
phasizes the importance of relating argumenta-
tion within the local community with particular 
emphasis on school. Therefore, it is important 
to investigate the extent to which students as fu-
ture teachers are sensitive to this problem and 
how different their opinions are in some as-
pects. Critical reasoning could be an important 
way of learning and teaching the concept of ar-
gumentation. 
 
The purpose of the study 
The purpose of this study was to contribute to 
dialogue and argumentation at the community 
and school level. The basis of this study was the 
model of preparing students for active argu-
mentation in democratic societies and empha-
size the teacher’s role in classroom discussions 
/1/. The teacher’s role in motivation for dialogue 
and discussions is noticed in the encourage-
ment of dialogues about controversial topics. It 
is, moreover, important to prepare for the reali-
sation of class discussions. Schuitema and other 
authors /1/ describe the structural characteris-
tics of discussions which they analyse in their 
work: pupils participation (to which extent pu-
pils participate in discussions and how much 
they introduce new contents to it), the reaction 
of pupils to one another (to what extent pupils 
communicate among themselves), transfor-
mation (the measure to which participants par-
ticipate in their common thinking and build up 
common ideas) and the meaning of the discus-
sion content (what is the quality of arguments 
in class discussions). Their research has led 
them to the conclusion that the results support 
our statement that the level to which teachers 
regulate the discussion is related to the organi-
zation and content features of the discussion, 
also in cases when teachers direct the discussion 
content, pupils have lower possibilities to put 
forward their own arguments. Nevertheless, 
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the authors think that the extent to which teach-
ers control the discussion may be vital for the 
quality of the discussion content /1/. They indi-
cate the existence of a difference between 
‘teaching with’ and ‘teaching for’ discussion 
and explain that ‘teaching for’ discussion is 




The research objective of the conducted re-
search was to examine the opinion of students – 
future teachers about dialogue and argumenta-
tion in the community with special emphasis 
given to schools. 
Based on the research objective, three research 
questions were created: 
1. Is there connectedness between students’ 
knowledge about argumentation and their 
assessments of school relationships? 
2. Is there connectedness between students’ 
knowledge about argumentation and their 
assessment of the contribution to the devel-
opment of dialogue in the community? 
3. Is there connectedness between students’ as-
sessments of teachers’ characteristics im-
portant for argumentation and the school ac-





As many as 245 university students from Croa-
tia participated in the research. Of the total 
number, 69 of them were male students (28.2 %) 
and 176 were female students (71.8 %). The ex-
aminees’ average age was 23 (22.73 %). The ma-
jority of students attended courses in humani-
ties (N = 162; 66.10 %) and in educational sci-
ences (N = 46; 18.8 %). The lowest number of 
students who participated in the research were 
studying technical sciences (N = 23; 9.3 %) and 
applied arts (N = 14; 5.7 %). 
The majority of students were in their fourth 
year of study (N = 134; 54.7 %), then in the first 
(N = 47; 19.2 %), the third (N = 34; 13.9 %) and 
the second (N = 26; 10.6 %), while there were 
only four students of the fifth year of study (1.6 
%). 
As future teachers of various subjects that will 
have the possibility to implement argumenta-
tion dialogue in their teaching, the students 
were selected to be participants in the study.  
 
Instrument and procedure 
For the need of this paper’s study the Question-
naire about dialogue and argumentation was con-
structed. Knowledge about argumentation was 
measured with the use of statements on argu-
mentation with regard to the concept of argu-
mentation /3/, /5/ as well as the value of argu-
mentation in the teaching process /1/. State-
ments such as: Argumentation is …the initial 
process in the first days of education in a school in-
stitution., …the process which consists of a thesis, 
assumption and explanation, or …the process which 
can be disproved by disputing the logic of the expla-
nation-thesis correlation were offered. 
The assessment of school relationships encom-
passed the evaluation scale of the extent to 
which areas of argumentation can be developed 
in schools /5/. It related to the relationship 
among education stakeholders (pupil – pupil, pu-
pil – teacher, teacher – teacher, teacher – parent, 
teacher – head-teacher) and four areas of argu-
mentation were offered (the nature of a certain 
thing; determination of the causal connection; the 
value system about things, people, proceedings and 
abstractions (concepts and norms); reaching the best 
decisions for the future). 
The contribution to activities in the community 
included the extent to which respondents per-
sonally make use of dialogues as a means to 
solve problems, and students could answer that 
question on a five-degree scale (a – “not at all” 
up to e – “very much”). It also included their 
opinion, based on their experience as primary 
and secondary school students, about the extent 
to which the development of the culture of dia-
logue is developed in schools. Furthermore, ac-
tivities in the community were measured by a 
five-degree Likert type scale (1 – “extremely 
low” up to 5 – “a lot”). The offered activities 
were those which develop cohesion, dialogue 
and argumentation in a community, for in-
stance: humanitarian help, psycho-social activities, 
ecological activities etc. Secondly, the characteris-
tics of teachers which are important for argu-
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mentation were also questioned. Many charac-
teristics /18/, /5/ such as knowledgeability about 
the discussion topic, accepting others’ opinions, 
emotional benevolence toward the topic claims, elo-
quence (clearness of attitudes brought forth), active 
listening, etc. were offered. 
Assessment of the level to which certain school 
activities contribute to the development of dia-
logue and activities such as motivation (interest) 
for argumentation, putting forward valid qualitative 
(theoretical) evidence according to different variables 
important for argumentation, emotional repulsion 
toward topic claims, self-confidence, wide general 
knowledge/information and others were offered. 
All variables are described in Table 1.  
 
Variable Number of state-
ments 
Theoretical source 
Knowledge about argumentation 12  Besnard, & Hunter, 2008; 
Škarić, 2011; Schuitema et al., 
2018 
Assessment of school relationships 20 Škarić, 2011, based on 
Fahnesttock, & Secor, 1990 
Evaluation of the activities’ contribution to the develop-
ment of cohesion and dialogue in the community 
6 Besnard, & Hunter, 2008 
Assessment of the level to which certain school activities 
contribute to the development of dialogue  
19 Besnard, & Hunter, 2008; 
Schuitema et al., 2018  
Evaluation of teachers’ characteristics important for argu-
mentation 
19  Erduran, 2007; Škarić, 2011 
Table 1. Description of the questionnaire 
 
The reliability of the questionnaire was meas-
ured with Cronbach’s Alpha and it was as high 
as 0.95. The questionnaire was administered in 
groups during regular lectures. It was filled in 
anonymously with the students’ oral consent.  
Descriptive and inferential statistical proce-
dures were used for data analyses in SPSS (ver-
sion 24.0). 
 
Results and discussion 
Students’ knowledge about argumentation 
and assessment of school relationships 
Results lead to the conclusion that the students’ 
knowledge about argumentation is “mediocre” 
or “high”. The average values of correlation 
with statements about argumentation equalled 
to M = 2.56 (SD = 1.12) for the statement “a pro-
cess containing an explanation” up to M = 4.07 
(SD = 0.91) for the statement “a process consist-
ing of a thesis, assumption and explanation”. 
The latter is also the most complete statement 
when it comes to argumentation as a technical 
process which implies a number of other activ-
ities used by two or more persons to argument 
in a community. 
Regarding school relationships and the argu-
mentation area, the area “determining the 
causal connection” for the relation “teacher – 
teacher” (M = 4.09; SD = 0.76) was highly esti-
mated. The area “value judgements about 
things, people, proceedings and abstractions 
(concepts and norms)” (M = 4.01; SD = 0.79) and 
“reaching the best decisions for the future” (M 
= 4.00; SD = 0.86) for the same relation were also 
highly evaluated. Since the area the “nature of 
a certain thing (in case when things in claims 
are equalised, separated or quantitatively com-
pared, i.e. when the meaning of concepts is con-
sidered)” for the relation “pupil – pupil” 
equalled to M = 3.58 (SD = 0.82), it can be con-
cluded that all areas and all relations were 
highly evaluated. 
The correlation between variables is shown in 
the correlation matrix (Table 2.). 
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The research question if there is connectedness 
between students’ knowledge about argumen-
tation and their assessments of school relation-
ships was examined. Based on the results, stu-
dents estimate in a more positive way the areas 
of argumentation at school from the aspect of 
relationship among school stakeholders, with 
the relationship between pupils as the mostly 
evaluated. 
The Pearson coefficient (r) (Table 2.) confirms 
that the overall students’ answers have a cogni-
tive aspect, which means that their knowledge 
about argumentation is related to their answers 
about school relationships (r = 0.53; p < 0.01). 
Putting forward personal attitudes is more and 
more promoted and valued in the contempo-
rary school, and teachers allow their students to 
individually form judgements about the world 
surrounding them. Such a learning method in-
fluences the students’ overall knowledge. This 
is also confirmed by authors Klem and Connell 
/22/ /13/ and according to them personalized 
learning environments contribute to student 
success. The objective of contemporary schools 
must be to educate students about how to take 
part in discussions in the everyday learning and 
teaching of a democratic society /1/. Moreover, 
the study conducted by some authors /23/ 
shows that students who learn in an environ-
ment promoting good school relationships 
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Table 2. The correlation matrix of students’ an-
swers (N = 245) 
 
The highest correlation in the knowledge about 
argumentation and relationships was obtained 
between knowledge answers and the relation 
“pupil – pupil” (r = 0.53; p < 0.01). This means 
that, according to students’ answers, the better 
pupils’ knowledge about argumentation is, the 
better their relationship with other co-pupils. 
During their education pupils have high suc-
cess and education aims ahead of them and this 
greatly influences the relationships among 
them. The success of collaborative learning de-
pends on the quality of student communication 
/6/. Less disturbing teacher regulation of con-
tent may allow more room for student contribu-
tions and may lead to a more authentic discus-
sion resulting in supplementary contributions 
from students and in more students answering 
to each other /1/. 
The correlation of answers about argumenta-
tion knowledge and the relation “pupil – 
teacher” is somewhat less strong (r = 0.47; p < 
0.01). Regarding the relationship between 
teachers and students’ knowledge about argu-
mentation, it can be said that it also exists (r = 
0.43; p < 0.01). The lowest correlation is between 
students’ knowledge about argumentation and 
the relation “teacher – parent” and “teacher – 
head-teacher” (r = 0.39; p < 0.01). School rela-
tionships are important for the pupils’ acquisi-
tion of knowledge, but regarding the fact that 
the learning and teaching triangle is made not 
only by content, but also by teachers, it is logical 
that on the ladder of importance in relation-
ships they take the first place. Parents and head-
teachers can help pupils learn and acquire 
knowledge in various ways, and this will be 
manifested in a successful school culture. 
 
Students’ knowledge about argumentation 
and the community activities’ contributions to 
the development of cohesion and dialogue 
It can be noticed that students gave the smallest 
evaluation to the fact that the inclusion of “eco-
logical activities” (M = 3.48; SD = 1.07) develops 
cohesion, dialogue and argumentation in a 
community, while according to the same stu-
dents those are “activities of animal protection” 
(M = 4.00; SD = 1.33) to the greatest extent. Other 
offered activities were “moderately” to 
“highly” evaluated and it can be concluded that 
activities such as “humanitarian help, educa-
tional activities” and “health activities” can also 
develop argumentation in the school commu-
nity. 
Students’ assessments also talk about the choice 
of activities which contribute to the develop-
ment of dialogue in schools. The activity which, 
according to students, mostly encourages dia-
logue is “active listening” (M = 4.55; SD = 0.66), 
while the one that does it the least is “emotional 
repulsion towards topic claims” (M = 3.19; SD = 
1.10). The activities which, also according to 
students, encourage the development of dia-
logues in schools to a larger extent are: “knowl-
edgeability about the discussion topic” (M = 
4.51; SD = 0.64), “open-mindedness” (M = 4.40; 
SD = 0.71) and “motivation (interest) for argu-
mentation” (M = 4.40; SD = 0.78). 
Results show that students who have the high-
est level of knowledge on the concept of argu-
mentation evaluate more positively that engag-
ing in different society activities develops cohe-
sion, dialogue and argumentation. Results con-
firm the research question when there is con-
nectedness between students’ knowledge about 
argumentation and their assessment of the con-
tribution to the development of dialogue in the 
community. 
The Pearson coefficient (r) (Table 2.) was calcu-
lated based on the obtained results. Correlation 
was confirmed. This means that students’ 
knowledge about argumentation is moderately 
correlated with answers about inclusion in ac-
tivities which develop cohesion, dialogue and 
argumentation (r = 0.38; p < 0.01). It is proved 
that it is possible to include pupils in the pro-
ductive argumentation discourse if they have 
acquired the knowledge about asking questions 
/24/  and thus prepare them to individually de-
velop dialogue and discussions with peers /15/, 
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/25/, /1/. In this context they will be able to ne-
gotiate about situations of the utmost im-
portance for the community /26/ because if per-
son has no information, he/she has no argu-
ments /3/. Using argumentation strategies /27/ 
can help future teachers promote argumenta-
tion.  
 
The evaluation of teachers’ characteristics im-
portant for argumentation and encouragement 
of school activities which contribute to the de-
velopment of dialogue 
The teachers’ characteristics which are im-
portant for argumentation, as students’ an-
swers show, indicate their high level of pres-
ence in the argumentation process. Students 
have given the highest evaluation to “knowl-
edgeability about the discussion topic” (M = 
4.64; SD = 0.67), while the lowest evaluated is 
“emotional repulsion toward topic claims” (M = 
2.98; SD = 1.14). According to students’ opin-
ions, the characteristics which are especially im-
portant for the argumentation process are: “ac-
tive listening” (M = 4.52; SD = 0.69), “motivation 
(interest) for argumentation” (M = 4.47; SD = 
0.74) and “eloquence (clearness of putting for-
ward attitudes)” (M = 4.43; SD = 0.71). Teachers 
are important for the promotion of various pu-
pils’ skills, especially for the correct linguistic 
literacy /14/. This is an exceptionally important 
activity for the shaping of attitudes in argumen-
tation. 
The third research question, if there is connect-
edness between students’ assessments of teach-
ers’ characteristics important for argumentation 
and the school activities which contribute to the 
development of dialogue, was explored. Stu-
dents with better assessment on the important 
teachers' characteristics for argumentation ap-
preciate more positively the encouragement of 
school activities which contribute to the devel-
opment of dialogue. Results (Table 2.) show 
that there is a high correlation between stu-
dents’ answers about teachers’ characteristics 
important for argumentation and answers 
about the encouragement of school activities 
contributing to the development of dialogue (r 
= 0.70, p < 0.01). Some authors /14/ have proved 
how much learning and teaching are important 
for argued reading and writing. They add that 
this is the only way to develop the dialogue in 
schools promoted by teachers. Teachers’ com-
petencies are important for the promotion of 
shaping attitudes important for argumentation 
/28/. An obstacle can be formed if teachers do 
not feel prepared to engage their students in 
discussions, especially about controversial is-
sues /1/. Competent teachers will know how to 
ensure the environment and which activities to 
prepare to make pupils learn by argumentation 
/13/, and they will also participate by asking pu-
pils adequate questions. The way teachers mon-
itor the classroom discussion influences the ex-
tent to which the discussion will be open-ended 
and open for students to contribute as equiva-
lents, educating issues and questions and dis-
covering multiple viewpoints /1/. The teachers’ 
role should be direct, leading, but not too direct 




Sources on argumentation indicate the im-
portance of acquiring argumentation 
knowledge, especially for future teachers /27/ 
who should be a role model to pupils in devel-
oping dialogue and argumentation in school 
and in the local community. This emphasizes 
the importance of exploring argumentation in 
the local community with particular emphasis 
on school.  
This study results indicate the need of constant 
dialogues and argumentation in the classroom 
environment relationships /1/, as to make pu-
pils active citizens who influence the social 
community surrounding them by expressing 
their personal attitudes. Furthermore, 
knowledge about argumentation strongly influ-
ences the inclusion of activities in the social 
community by which social skills (for instance, 
cohesion, dialogue and argumentation) are en-
couraged and developed. In this context, it is 
important to point to the role of the teacher as 
the one who will use his/her pedagogic compe-
tencies to guide pupils toward the protection of 
their rights and the promotion of freedom and 
responsibility.  
The conclusions of the research presented in 
this paper could help the elucidation on the im-
portance of argumentation in order to identify 
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university students – future teachers' recogni-
tion of the necessity of implementing argumen-
tation as an important educational tool. Univer-
sity students in this research have a more posi-
tive assessment on the parts of argumentation 
at school from the aspect of relationship among 
school stakeholders, with the relationship be-
tween pupils as the mostly evaluated. Moreo-
ver, students who have the highest level of 
knowledge on the concept of argumentation 
evaluate more positively that engaging in dif-
ferent society activities develops cohesion, dia-
logue and argumentation. Results also show 
that students with better assessment on the im-
portant teachers' characteristics for argumenta-
tion appreciate more the encouragement of 
school activities which contribute to the im-
provement of dialogue. 
Teaching will be pupil-centred. By argumenta-
tion they will bring forth their attitudes in 
school community dialogues and discussions in 
the narrower and wider community. They will 
thus become active citizens who know how to 
develop negotiation skills. Students’ argumen-
tation relates to their scientific knowledge /20/, 
and future teachers must practice argumenta-
tion at universities, and learn how to teach mak-
ing questions in educational situations /15/, /25/.  
This research has some limitations. The first one 
is that the students' opinion is based on their 
memory of the time they attended primary and 
secondary school. Further, it could be expanded 
into other university studies where future 
teachers are educated.  
The intention of this research was to extend the 
concept of university students – future teachers’ 
argumentation to develop the quality of struc-
tural elements in the educational area.  
A recommendation in this research can be for 
future research to include actual primary or sec-
ondary schools’ teachers in the sample. This can 
be an opportunity to investigate and correlate 
certain opinions held by important figures of 
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